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This presentation is rooted in several years of

- multidimensional research into the behavior of teacher and pupils

" that-is, more than a single technique is used s1multaneously, eac
assessing a different dimension of the interaction. One promising
outcome of findings is the possibility of measuring pupil growth hy
means of observational systems.,.Not only. does this technique reduce
the amount of reliance placed on paper-pencil instruments, but is far
more descriptive since it assesses pupil- behavior (growth) during the
iearning process, over a longer duration of time, and at several =~
subsequent intervals rather than during a single assessment, .
Furthermore, the notion of systematic observation tends to open ugp
the parameters of growth measurement._Puplls can be observedrsassessed
as they behave and interact in a natural, relatively threat-free
situation. Finally; techniques of this sort complement the spirit of
self<evaluation and. self-improvement. as they relate to-teacher ‘
competence and accountahlllty, since the teacher is glven "handles"

for controlllng h1s behav1or. (Author)
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.uVLdoﬂL produCL was not wosured infcielly dsing paper~pencil R
tests, but rather recorded by direct oosetwut1on on instruments designed
to mirror cogritive and affeciive siidient performance..
- The clp est findings in the Florida study suggested that veriations
—.. in student product measured in terms of observed coguitive performance were

ERIC
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. teacher performs:in»the clegsyoom.

closely associated with différent sspects of instruc tjonal style. One of

the most interesting of these fin”inu. coincerned the relationship of the

measured instructor &nd student levels of cognitive performance to student

verbal behavior snd Instructional method. When the instructor bascd his

Instruction on student ldeas ueing information and hypotheases which were student

- T
B

initiated, there was a close relaticnship between high level of cognition

of instructor and student. But when the instructor was hizhly dxrpctzve and

-did not-solicit or use the student-initiated ideas, the'studént.remained

the lowest cognitive level while the s snructu"'s ]eveL of co”uLtLon £iuc “uated

2

widely,

1f the m &JLFEG level of student cognitive performance ig an.

i

fmportant 85 pect of J(udeut p oduc‘, ther it does make a difference how the

k)

furthermore, 4f specific types of

- teacher performance are highly associated with measuwes‘of student product,’

“such a8 level of Logﬁitlvo pzrfonv ce, theu gome portion of the total

accountebility can be assigned to the teacher,

A recent book by &ncrry‘repnrtﬂ the above findings os well as a
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synthesis of the wost significant researe arning style
and lnstructionsl ztyle: According to Sperry, gtudies such as the .one

completed at Florlda are "

indicative of Lhe future direcclon in research

on instructional style'. _ S R
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If, indeed, studies of this nature-point the future direction for

’ -

.

Y

research on instructional etyld, the primery resson is that those aspects

Of tecacher perfermance which are sowetlmes’ called instructional style have
been meticulously messured agoinat specific student parformance variables,

[

Performance Based Criteria

Schools and colleges in rapidly increasing numbers are constructing

programé df'teéching and learning based upon ﬁerformancé.ériterié whége
sfudeﬁt prod@ct-is meﬁsured injterms*of the specifi§ objecfﬁygs students
:are obserQéd co perform, ALl objectives in such brogré@svmust B?‘stated
in behavioral fefmS‘which are ﬁrgpiﬁelv meagureable, Ihié is an eésent?al

P

first step-in cresting educational esystems whére instructicnal accountability

can'be assignédvin a valld scientific ﬁﬂungf; But, uufortunately; it is
only a first step. If'the obj;ctiveé Studenﬁé_qu expecféd £0‘perfprm,
though behaviérally‘éﬁateé and precisaly mgésureablc,‘are not Suited to-the
:studcpts paft;gular atage éf 1ea;ping réaﬂiness;;then thej'are of liétlé
value. =
it Seemé-fo me_tﬁ%t_befsre ﬁe.cgn expéét‘to ho1d‘iusthcpiqﬁai

“agents primarily accountable for ztudent product, that we need to go beyond

behavioral ebjectives, beyond performance baged eriteris, to the point where

2

learner needs, renﬂin&ss, receptivity, etc., can bé mgtchcd'with thé'pgrfo.n—
: o . . N .
" ance griteriu planned by ingtructors. We nee§ to immediatelx.launch‘
several studi¢é, perhdps gimilar to the Flofidatstudies? ghere_a more cow-
- ; prchensiye pictnre-dfqthc-teacﬁing~1earning mcé 15 §tddied'in itS'dynamib

O
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getting; L.e., the concelving.and planmwing of athdant performance criteria,
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t]n mataning of neriormancc objectives to Jtudent needs, the selection of
insLLucLloznl sL“ntogius wvhich would hglp translate the planned“objectives

ingo nctual student pe:

H
S
@
r
=3
5
el
¢l
I
-

.

the maasurfmgnt &xd assesgment of studen
performance.
.

In the past we have tried to deal with these variables in isclation.

+ No wonder we are confusad. Whun rheSg crucial clemen ts of teaohxug and

s

3

learning are viu;ed out of their dynamic-context and treated as separate,

sLa!iL entities, our results are often disjointed, dead, useless,
. Currently, the research technology Is avallable, but perhaps ocur
resourceg are too thin, and our vis Ty is too limited; -

In addition to further, reseax ch snd deve:opment in Lhe 1!ann¢ag
and  behavioral dimensions of the accountability dilemna,,it seéms to me

.

that the berceatual dimenslon should be studied'furthar.' Perhaps the .
behaviorq(.anf perreptuwl dimcns.ons could be pt;naed and studied simul-

tanecusly if_a-modcf could he developed'which’is compnehensive,gnough;tqg

;incIudé raciprocity iﬁ_acéduntability, £ the médel’hoids.up,'it would- be-

1

"3

possible ta aeaounr for the p anortion oF varisnce L " student p°oduct'which

cuuld be attfibﬂted to the proper scurce, i.e., ﬁhe't00chLL, th~ student

himeelf, ete,

The following model 15 ¢ ung ested ag a starting peointy .

.

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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DaLa y‘uldLo by Lhe rwcipxo ity model ave perceptual in natur
1though bLhavloral data via syutematlc obsexrv _atLOﬂal techniques cquld be
.coupled wigh the perrcjtqu akta
The model would work in the follcwiﬁngays:

1. Any compounent in the gystem which is evaluated by

-

another compeonent also evaluastes that component.

2.  No coumponent would make perceptual evaluative
comnente about &ncther component unless there were

continual {dally) interaction.

N
r

3. There would be no hierarchical order the reciprocity -
modcel., ALl cowmponents would operate as egunls, with

all perceptual commentg having the same value.

4, Self~evaluation would be the common vantage point
permeating the system from which evaluative comments

of orher cmmponents could be.mearured.

It is not pos sible to include a complete description of the medel
in this preaentation, nor a digeuasion of the perceptual instrumentation used.

'However, these will be availabic aftcr ApTil 15, 1973,

) Samual
Q : , Scheol

EMC ’ ' ’ ’ ’ Univera:
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